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Abstract  Retail  management  of  store  brands  (SBs)  has  focused  on  achieving  positioning  in
value and  creating  associations  of  smart  or  expert  shopping.  The  result  is  that  value-conscious
consumers  and  market  mavens  are  the  main  targets  of  these  brands.  This  study  proposes  and
contrasts empirically  a  theoretical  model  of  the  effect  of  market  mavenism  and  value  con-
sciousness  on  consumer  identiﬁcation  with  SBs.  We  also  perform  a  multi-group  analysis  based
on the  consumer  tendency  to  be  loyal  to  the  brands  he  or  she  buys.  Consumers  who  are  loyal
to brands  are  very  attractive  segments  for  ﬁrms,  due  to  the  potential  beneﬁts  these  consumers
represent in  the  long  term,  whereas  consumers  with  little  loyalty  to  brands  can  be  an  attractive
segment for  potential  beneﬁts  in  the  short  term.  The  results  obtained  in  this  study  show  dif-
ferences between  these  two  groups.  For  consumers  who  are  loyal  to  brands,  the  results  stress
strong identiﬁcation  with  the  SB  among  the  most  value-conscious  consumers,  due  fundamen-
tally to  their  greater  disagreement  with  the  greater  functional  risk  of  these  brands  as  compared
to manufacturer  brands  and  due  to  their  greater  conviction  of  the  better  price-quality  ratio  of
SBs. In  consumers  with  little  brand  loyalty,  we  ﬁnd  identiﬁcation  with  the  SB  among  the  con-
sumers with  the  greatest  market  mavenism,  as  a  result  of  their  greater  perception  of  smart
or expert  shopping  for  these  brands.  Signiﬁcant  implications  for  management  are  derived  from
this study.
©  2013  ACEDE.  Published  by  Elsevier  España,  S.L.U.  All  rights  reserved.
sIntroductionBrand  identiﬁcation  is  a  recent  concept  in  the  discipline
of  marketing,  and  the  concept  has  not  been  developed  in
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ost  business  results  (Kuenzel  and  Halliday,  2008).  There
s  insufﬁcient  research  on  this  issue,  and  the  few  published
tudies  indicate  the  need  to  advance  knowledge  of  the
actors  that  inﬂuence  its  achievement  (Lam  et  al.,  2013;
usˇkej  et  al.,  2011).Lam  et  al.  (2013)  study  consumer  identiﬁcation  with
 brand  in  the  introductory  stage  on  the  technology
arket  and  point  to  the  need  for  broader  conceptualiza-
ion  between  future  lines  of  research.  They  recommend
 reserved.
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nalyzing  the  consumer’s  brand  identiﬁcation  in  different
ontext,  a  line  of  inquiry  justiﬁed  as  necessary  because  the
ariables  that  contribute  to  the  formation  of  identiﬁcation
epend  on  the  target  market  and,  more  speciﬁcally,  on  the
rand’s  prototypical  customer.
Our  study  seeks  to  contribute  to  this  area  by  investigating
onsumer  identiﬁcation  with  a  brand  in  the  stage  of  matu-
ity  on  the  food  market.  Speciﬁcally,  we  choose  store  brands
SBs)  because  these  brands  represent  a  considerable  per-
entage  of  the  mass  consumption  products  sold  in  Europe.
ccording  to  data  published  by  the  PLMA  (Private  Label
anufacturer  Association)  based  on  a  study  performed  by
ielsen  in  20  European  countries  for  2012,  the  market  share
n  volume  of  these  brands  was  19--3%  and  over  40%  in  six
ountries  (Switzerland,  Spain,  the  United  Kingdom,  Portu-
al,  Germany,  and  Belgium).  50%  of  consumers  believe  that
hese  brands  provide  an  excellent  price/quality  ratio  and
onstitute  good  alternatives  to  manufacturer  brands.  60%
laim  that  they  buy  more  of  these  brands  in  periods  of  reces-
ion,  and  92%  state  that  they  will  continue  to  do  so  when  the
conomy  recovers.
In  Spain,  according  to  data  from  the  Observatory  of  Con-
umption  and  Food  Distribution  obtained  in  a  market  study
erformed  on  consumers  and  published  by  the  Ministry  of
griculture,  Food,  and  Environment  (Ministerio  de  Medio
mbiente,  Rural  y  Marino  --  MARM),  70.4%  of  consumers
ought  SBs  in  2005,  in  contrast  to  91.5%  in  2011  (45%  indi-
ate  that  their  purchases  range  from  quite  a  few  to  many
f  these  products,  46.5%  indicate  some,  and  only  8.5%  do
ot  buy  them).  When  compared  to  leading  manufacturer
rands,  the  price  of  these  brands  is  considered  to  be  espe-
ially  attractive  for  consumers  (7.19  vs.  6.00,  on  a  scale
f  11  points,  from  0  to  10)  and  compensates  for  the  lower
erceived  quality  in  favor  of  leading  manufacturer  brands
6.96  vs.  8.01).  Further,  in  a  study  of  distributors,  the  dis-
ributors  declare  that  consumers’  general  loyalty  to  brands
as  decreased  slightly  (4.6)  and  has  increased  consumption
f  the  distributor’s  own  brands  (6.4).  61.8%  of  distributors
fﬁrm  that  recently  SBs  have  made  consumers  more  loyal
han  manufacturer  brands.
Distributors  have  adopted  three  different  brand  strate-
ies  for  SBs:  generic,  standard,  and  premium  brands  (Kumar
nd  Steenkamp,  2007).  Generic  SBs  are  positioned  in  low
uality  and  low  price,  to  which  the  distributor  assigns  a
rand  name  different  from  the  store’s  own  label.  Stan-
ard  SBs  are  brands  positioned  in  value,  quality  similar  to
eading  manufacturer  brands,  and  lower  price,  and  they
re  brands  for  which  the  distributor  usually  uses  its  own
abel  or  an  umbrella  name  that  is  repeated  on  a  sufﬁciently
ide  number  of  products  throughout  the  establishment.  Pre-
ium  SBs  are  brands  positioned  with  excellent  quality  and  a
rice  that  sometimes  exceeds  that  of  leading  manufacturer
rands.  Standard  SBs  are  widely  accepted  and  consolidated
rands  on  the  food  market,  both  in  Spain  and  in  many  other
uropean  countries,  and  they  constitute  the  object  of  this
tudy.
To  conceptualize  the  consumer’s  identiﬁcation  with  the
B,  we  take  as  a  reference  and  starting  point  the  concep-
ual  framework  of  the  consumer’s  identiﬁcation  with  the
rand  developed  in  Lam  et  al.  (2013).  Our  study  proposes
 theoretical  model  for  the  SB  that  is  validated  through  an
mpirical  study  on  the  Spanish  food  market.  In  addition,  we
s
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erform  a  multi-group  analysis  based  on  the  consumer  ten-
ency  to  be  loyal  to  the  brands  he  or  she  buys.  We  consider
his  variable  to  be  an  important  moderator  in  the  context  of
he  analysis  for  two  reasons.  The  ﬁrst  is  the  strategic  inter-
st  that  brand  loyal  and  non  brand  loyal  segments  have  for
he  retailer.  Consumers  that  are  loyal  to  brands  represent
otential  beneﬁts  for  ﬁrms  in  the  long  term,  whereas  non
rand  loyal  consumers  can  be  proﬁtable  in  the  short  term.
nowing  the  idiosyncrasies  of  the  process  of  identiﬁcation
ith  the  SB  in  both  segments  can  enable  retailers  to  design
nd  implement  adapted  marketing  strategies  that  lead  to
etter  results  for  their  own  brands.  The  second  reason  is  the
egative  relationship  that  has  traditionally  existed  between
rand  loyalty  and  attitude  to  the  SB  (Burton  et  al.,  1998)
nd  the  recent  results  of  market  reports  (MARM,  2011)  and
cademic  studies  (Cuneo  et  al.,  2012a,b)  performed  in  the
panish  context,  which  show  that  these  brands  are  achieving
rand  loyalty  and  brand  equity.
onceptual framework
dentiﬁcation  with  the  SB
nalysis  of  the  concept  of  brand  identiﬁcation  has  evolved
rom  its  foundation  in  Social  Identity  and  Self-categorization
heory  (e.g.,  Tajfel,  1978,  1982).  These  theories  argue  that
ndividuals  try  to  achieve  a  social  identity  that  is  positive  and
heir  own  by  comparing  themselves  to  the  group  to  which
hey  believe  they  belong.
The  phenomenon  of  the  individual’s  identiﬁcation  with
 brand  is  conceptualized  as  a  speciﬁc  kind  of  social
dentiﬁcation  in  which  the  object  with  which  the  subject
dentiﬁes  him-  or  herself  is  a  speciﬁc  brand.  As  concep-
ualized  in  Social  Identity  Theory,  identiﬁcation  includes
 multidimensional  perspective  (cognitive,  affective,  and
valuative)  and  is  deﬁned  as  the  psychological  state  that
ncludes  three  elements:  perception,  feeling,  and  evalua-
ion  of  the  connection  with  the  brand  (Fournier,  1998;  Lam
t  al.,  2013).  It  has  also  been  deﬁned  in  the  academic
iterature,  however,  as  congruence  of  self-image  among
onsumers  and  brands  (Donavan  et  al.,  2006;  Hughes  and
hearne,  2010;  Kressmann  et  al.,  2006)  or  involvement  of
 consumer  in  a  brand  (Pritchard  et  al.,  1999).  Individuals
se  brands  to  create  and  communicate  their  self-concept
Chaplin  and  John,  2005).  Given  the  symbolic  nature  of
rands,  consumers  identify  themselves  with  the  brands  with
hich  they  share  personality  traits  and  values  and  con-
truct  their  social  identity  based  on  these  brands  (Bagozzi
nd  Dholakia,  2006;  Carlson  et  al.,  2008;  Dholakia  et  al.,
004).
Brand  identiﬁcation  represents  a  kind  of  relationship
etween  the  brand  and  consumers  that  is  often  confused
onceptually  with  other  relational  variables,  such  as  (1)  love
nd  passion  for  the  brand,  (2)  connection  between  brand  and
elf,  (3)  interdependence  with  the  brand,  (4)  commitment
o  the  brand,  (5)  close  relationship  with  the  brand,  and  (6)
he  brand  as  a  partner  (Fournier,  1998).Identiﬁcation  with  the  brand  has  psychological  beneﬁts,
uch  as  strengthening  individuals’  self-esteem  (Wann  and
ranscombe,  1995),  and  involves  behavior  such  as  loyalty,
ross-buying,  up-buying  and  word  of  mouth  (Ahearne  et  al.,
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classiﬁcation  criterion  (Kumar,  2008;  Reinartz  and  Kumar,
2002).Consumer  identiﬁcation  with  store  brands  
2005;  Bhattacharya  and  Sen,  2003),  willingness  to  pay  a
higher  price  (Homburg  et  al.,  2009),  and  resistance  to  nega-
tive  information  about  the  company  (Bhattacharya  and  Sen,
2003).
Among  the  most  signiﬁcant  antecedents  in  the  literature
on  brand  identiﬁcation  are  congruence  between  the  brand’s
values  and  the  individual’s  values  (Bhattacharya  and  Sen,
2003;  Lam  et  al.,  2013;  Tusˇkej  et  al.,  2011)  and  satisfaction
with  the  brand  (Kuenzel  and  Halliday,  2008).
Lam  et  al.  (2013)  summarize  the  antecedents  of  the  con-
sumer’s  identiﬁcation  with  the  manufacturer  brand  using
three  kinds  of  variables:  instrumental,  symbolic,  and  con-
sumer  trait.  Speciﬁcally,  for  the  technology  market  and  for
a  leading  manufacturer  brand  in  the  introductory  stage,
their  study  considers  perceived  quality  as  an  instrumental
variable,  congruence  between  the  brand  image  and  the  con-
sumer’s  image  (self-brand  congruity)  as  a  symbolic  variable,
and  innovative  character  as  consumer  trait.
The  model  developed  by  Lam  et  al.  (2013)  constitutes  the
reference  and  starting  point  of  our  study,  and  it  is  adapted
to  the  SB  in  its  mature  stage  on  the  Spanish  food  market.  As
a  result,  we  believe  that  the  antecedents  of  consumer  iden-
tiﬁcation  with  the  SB  can  be  summarized  using  three  kinds
of  variables:  instrumental,  symbolic,  and  consumer  trait,  to
which  we  would  add  consumer  satisfaction  with  the  brand,
which  is  stressed  in  other  studies  (Bhattacharya  et  al.,  1995;
Kuenzel  and  Halliday,  2008).  In  the  speciﬁc  context  of  SB,
however,  we  consider  perceived  value  and  perceived  func-
tional  risk  as  instrumental  variables,  associations  with  smart
shopping  as  symbolic  variable,  and  market  mavenism  and
value  consciousness  as  consumer  traits.
First,  perceived  value  is  considered  an  instrumental  char-
acteristic  of  SBs  because  these  brands  are  generally  under
the  control  of  manufacturers  and  distributors.  Perceived
value  is  used  because  it  is  the  main  characteristic  recog-
nized  in  these  brands  (Kara  et  al.,  2009).  We  also  choose
to  include  a  second  instrumental  characteristic  associated
with  SBs:  perceived  functional  risk  for  these  brands,  due
to  their  negative  inﬂuence  contrasted  over  their  perceived
value  (Dunn  et  al.,  1986;  González  et  al.,  2006;  Liljander
et  al.,  2009;  Richardson  et  al.,  1996).
Second,  associations  of  SBs  with  smart  shopping  are  con-
ceived  as  a  symbolic  variable  because  they  are  moderately
under  the  control  of  the  managers,  for  example,  through
positioning  and  marketing  communications.  The  self-brand
congruity  is  a  fundamental  antecedent  of  identiﬁcation
(Dimitriadis  and  Papista,  2011;  Kuenzel  and  Halliday,  2010;
Lam  et  al.,  2013).  The  buyer  with  a  more  positive  attitude
to  SBs  will  see  him  or  herself  as  a  smart  shopper  (Garretson
et  al.,  2002;  Martínez  and  Montaner,  2008).  SBs,  character-
ized  by  their  lower  prices  and  their  quality  similar  to  that  of
manufacturer  brands  (Apelbaum  et  al.,  2003),  are  congruent
with  the  self-image  of  their  consumers  as  smart  shoppers.
For  these  speciﬁc  brands,  we  thus  propose  the  contribution
of  the  association  with  smart  shopping  to  identiﬁcation  with
the  SB.
Third,  we  propose  market  mavenism  and  value  conscious-
ness  as  deﬁning  characteristics  of  SB  consumers  and  view
these  traits  as  outside  the  control  of  manufacturers  and
distributors.  We  replace  the  innovative  character  of  the
consumer  from  the  model  developed  by  Lam  et  al.  (2013)
with  market  mavenism  and  value  consciousness,  since  our
f
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tudy  does  not  apply  to  prestigious  technology  manufac-
urer  brands  in  their  introductory  stage,  but  to  SBs,  whose
ositioning  is  value  and  which  have  reached  the  stage  of
aturity  on  the  Spanish  food  market  (MARM,  2011).  Market
avenism  is  a  characteristic  of  SB  consumers  (Martínez  and
ontaner,  2008).  Market  mavens  grant  great  importance  to
he  value  obtained  in  purchasing,  and  SBs  reinforce  these
xperts’  feeling  of  being  smart  shoppers  (Garretson  et  al.,
002;  Martínez  and  Montaner,  2008).  Another  characteris-
ic  of  SB  consumers  is  value  consciousness  (Byoungho  et  al.,
005).  Various  studies  ﬁnd  a  positive  effect  of  value  con-
ciousness  on  perceived  value  of  SBs  (Burton  et  al.,  1998;
arretson  et  al.,  2002;  Gómez  and  Rubio,  2010;  Jin  and  Suh,
005;  Kara  et  al.,  2009).
Finally,  we  add  satisfaction  with  SBs  as  a  determining
ariable  in  identiﬁcation  with  these  brands  (Bhattacharya
t  al.,  1995;  Kuenzel  and  Halliday,  2008).  Satisfaction  with
he  brand  emerges  from  the  results  of  the  subjective
valuation  of  the  purchase,  consumption,  and  experience
here  the  brand  exceeds  expectations.  A  common  aspect
resent  in  nearly  all  deﬁnitions  of  satisfaction  is  the  notion
f  comparison  between  expectations  and  result  (Gómez
t  al.,  2011).  Satisfaction  with  the  brand  is  key  to  con-
tructing  relationships  between  the  brand/company  and
he  consumer  (Oliver,  1980).  It  is  one  of  the  fundamen-
al  strategic  concepts  in  marketing,  since  it  generates  an
xplicit  relationship  between  the  processes  of  purchasing
nd  consumption  and  the  post-purchase  phenomenon  (Hunt,
983).
The  theoretical  model  proposed  for  the  study  of  con-
umer  identiﬁcation  with  SBs  is  presented  in  Fig.  1.  This
gure  shows  the  relationships  whose  justiﬁcation  is  devel-
ped  in  the  following  section  (H1--H9),  and  relationships
lready  contrasted  in  the  specialized  academic  litera-
ure,  such  as  those  listed  as  follows:  (1)  negative  effect
f  perceived  functional  risk  in  SBs  over  perceived  value
Liljander  et  al.,  2009;  Richardson  et  al.,  1996;  Seeney
t  al.,  1999),  (2)  positive  effect  of  value  consciousness  on
erceived  value  of  SBs  (Burton  et  al.,  1998;  Garretson  et  al.,
002;  Gómez  and  Rubio,  2010;  Jin  and  Suh,  2005;  Kara  et  al.,
009),  (3)  negative  effect  of  perceived  functional  risk  on
he  brand  satisfaction  (Dowling  and  Staelin,  1994;  Gocek
nd  Beceren,  2012;  Johnson  et  al.,  2006,  2008),  (4)  positive
ffect  of  perceived  value  in  the  brand  on  consumer  satis-
action  with  the  brand  (Cronin  et  al.,  2000;  Fornell  et  al.,
996;  Hallowell,  1996;  Hu  et  al.,  2009),  and  (5)  positive
ffect  of  satisfaction  with  the  brand  on  brand  identiﬁca-
ion  (Bhattacharya  et  al.,  1995;  Kuenzel  and  Halliday,  2008).
urther,  we  propose  the  moderating  effect  of  the  consumer
endency  to  be  loyal  to  the  brands  he  or  she  buys  (P1).  The
se  of  moderating  variables1 has  gained  importance  recently
n  the  literature  on  relational  marketing  (Walsh  et  al.,  2008),
nd  in  the  context  of  the  study,  prior  research  recognizes
he  consumer  tendency  to  be  brand  loyal  as  an  important1 Moderating variables are deﬁned as variables that affect the
orm or strength of the relationship between a dependent variable
nd an independent variable (Walsh et al., 2008).
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erceived  risk  is  a  determining  aspect  of  consumers’  atti-
ude  and  behavior  toward  a  product  or  brand.  According  to  a
eminal  article  by  Bauer  (1960),  consumer  behavior  involves
isk  in  the  sense  that  any  action  by  the  consumer  produces
onsequences  that  cannot  be  anticipated  with  some  degree
f  certainty,  and  it  is  probable  that  at  least  some  of  these
ill  be  unpleasant.  The  marketing  literature  identiﬁes  six
imensions  of  risk,  which  explain  the  consumer’s  behavior:
unctional,  ﬁnancial,  social,  psychological,  physical  (Jacoby
nd  Kaplan,  1972),  and  of  convenience  (Roselius,  1971).
he  functional  and  ﬁnancial  dimensions  have  received  the
ost  study,  since  they  are  less  speciﬁc  to  concrete  products
Liljander  et  al.,  2009;  Sweeney  et  al.,  1999).
In  this  study,  we  treat  the  functional  dimension,  which
epresents  the  uncertainty  involved  in  the  result  of  pur-
hasing  a  product  that  does  not  fulﬁll  the  consumer’s
xpectations  and  speciﬁcally  illustrates  the  consumer’s  fears
bout  the  quality  of  the  product  (Agarwal  and  Teas,  2001;
onzález  et  al.,  2006).  In  the  area  of  SBs  of  mass  con-
umption  products,  this  risk  plays  the  strongest  role  in
etermining  perception  of  SBs  as  less  secure  than  manufac-
urer  brands  (Dunn  et  al.,  1986;  González  et  al.,  2006).
Still,  not  all  consumers  perceive  the  functional  risk  of
 brand  in  the  same  way.  To  understand  the  evaluation  of
unctional  risk  that  different  consumers  perform  for  manu-
acturer  and  SBs  in  a  category,  we  must  turn  to  the  consumer
raits  (González  et  al.,  2006),  such  as  their  value  conscious-
ess  or  their  market  mavenism.
Consumers  whose  purchases  are  guided  mainly  by
alue  are  designated  in  the  academic  literature  as  value-
onscious  consumers  (Lichtenstein  et  al.,  1990;  Thaler,
985;  Zeithaml,  1988).  Before  deﬁning  this  kind  of  con-
umer,  it  is  important  to  consider  the  distinction  made  by
haler  (1985)  between  acquisition  utility  and  transaction
i
u
i
feoretical  model.
tility.  Acquisition  utility  refers  to  the  economic  gain  of  the
ransaction  and  is  obtained  by  subtracting  the  price  paid
rom  the  utility  of  the  product  (Lichtenstein  et  al.,  1990;
haler,  1985).  Transaction  utility  indicates  the  psychologi-
al  satisfaction  and  pleasure  obtained  in  purchasing,  and  it
s  obtained  by  subtracting  the  price  paid  from  the  internal
eference  price  (Lichtenstein  et  al.,  1990;  Thaler,  1985).
Value-conscious  consumers  are  concerned  about  saving
oney  and  paying  low  prices  subject  to  some  concerns  about
uality.  As  a  result,  their  main  motivation  is  acquisition  util-
ty,  followed  by  transaction  utility.  In  the  area  of  SBs,  various
tudies  show  a  positive  relationship  of  value  consciousness
nd  attitude  to  SB  (Burton  et  al.,  1998;  Garretson  et  al.,
002;  Gómez  and  Rubio,  2010;  Jin  and  Suh,  2005;  Kara  et  al.,
009)  that  culminates  in  the  acquisition  of  these  brands
Byoungho  et  al.,  2005;  Garretson  et  al.,  2002).
Value-conscious  consumers  have  more  favorable  percep-
ions  of  SBs,  and  this  perception  affects  their  purchasing
ositively.  These  more  favorable  perceptions  include  rela-
ionships  with  their  functional  performance  and  their
erceived  value  (Burton  et  al.,  1998).  Value  consciousness
s  therefore  a  consumer  trait  that  affects  these  consumers’
erceptions  of  the  perceived  functional  risk  and  of  the  value
f  SBs  favorably  (Bailey,  1999;  Burton  et  al.,  1998;  González,
002;  Gronhaug,  1972;  Monroe,  1976;  Richardson  et  al.,
996).  As  a result  of  the  foregoing,  we  propose  the  following
ypothesis:
1.  Value  consciousness  reduces  the  perceived  functional
isk  of  SBs.
Feick  and  Price  (1987,  p.  85)  deﬁne  market  mavens  as
ndividuals  who  have  information  about  many  kinds  of  prod-
cts,  places  to  shop,  and  other  facets  of  markets,  and
nitiate  discussions  with  consumers  and  respond  to  questions
rom  consumers  for  market  information.  Market  mavens
H
s
f
c
‘
b
t
l
t
(
s
G
2
b
h
o
l
l
o
a
f
1
H
p
H
s
ﬁ
b
a
J
t
(
a
2
t
a
b
w
w
p
w
H
i
o
a
u
t
t
2Consumer  identiﬁcation  with  store  brands  
have  a  wide  variety  of  information  on  the  market,  use  vari-
ous  information  sources  to  get  to  know  products,  and  are
especially  attentive  to  the  communications  media  as  the
main  source  of  information  (Feick  and  Price,  1987).  For
these  consumers,  it  is  very  important  to  have  easily  con-
trastable  information,  through  the  extrinsic  attributes  of  the
product,  as  such  information  facilitates  evaluation  of  the
purchase  risk,  increases  their  conﬁdence  in  their  ability  to
evaluate  purchase  alternatives,  and  contributes  to  security
in  their  decision  making  (Feick  and  Price,  1987).  Among  the
extrinsic  cues  consumers  use  as  risk  reduction  strategies,  we
stress  commercial  sources  (packaging  or  vendors)  and  well-
known  brands  (Mitchell  and  McGoldrick,  1996;  Schiffman  and
Kanuk,  2006).
In  the  area  of  SBs,  analysis  of  objective  quality  between
manufacturer  and  SBs  reveals  similar  quality  in  both  brands
(Apelbaum  et  al.,  2003;  Méndez  et  al.,  2008).  Nevertheless,
analysis  of  perceived  quality  shows  the  clear  predominance
of  manufacturer  brands  (Méndez  et  al.,  2011;  Richardson
et  al.,  1994).  Méndez  et  al.  (2011)  demonstrate  that  the
manufacturer  brand  and  the  packaging  have  a  negative
effect  on  the  evaluation  of  the  quality  of  SBs  in  a  blind  test,
and  that  the  negative  effect  is  signiﬁcant  in  categories  with
well-known  manufacturer  brands.
The  use  that  market  mavens  make  of  the  extrinsic  cues  of
products  to  support  their  purchase  decision  (Feick  and  Price,
1987)  and  speciﬁcally,  the  importance  that  the  packaging
and  awareness  of  the  brand  have  as  strategies  to  reduce
purchase  risk  (Mitchell  and  McGoldrick,  1996;  Schiffman  and
Kanuk,  2006)  should  increase  the  functional  risk  perceived
by  market  mavens  for  SBs  as  opposed  to  manufacturer
brands.  The  formal  expression  of  these  conditions  leads  us
to  articulate  the  following  hypothesis:
H2.  Market  mavenism  increases  the  perceived  functional
risk  of  SBs.
Zeithaml  (1988,  p.  14)  deﬁnes  the  perceived  value  of  a
product  as  ‘‘consumers’  overall  assessment  of  the  utility  of
a  product  based  on  perceptions  of  what  is  received  and  what
is  given’’  in  a  purchase.  Monroe  and  Petroshius  (1981)  focus
their  deﬁnition  of  value  on  the  price/quality  ratio.  If  we
assume  that  the  quality  and  the  price  of  the  product  are  the
best  exponents  of  what  the  consumer  receives  and  delivers,
respectively,  Zeithaml’s  deﬁnition  is  consistent  with  that  of
Monroe  and  Petroshius,  which  focuses  on  quality  and  price.
Various  studies  show  that  market  mavens,  as  compared  to
non-experts,  also  grant  high  importance  to  price  (Williams
and  Slama,  1995),  are  interested  in  smart  shopping  (Slama
et  al.,  1992),  and  are  intensive  users  of  coupons  (Price  et  al.,
1988).  The  ﬁndings  in  these  studies  show  the  mediating  char-
acter  of  value  consciousness  in  the  relationship  between
market  mavenism  and  perceived  functional  risk  for  SBs.  That
is,  the  market  maven  perceives  greater  functional  risk  for
SBs  (H2),  due  to  the  more  negative  perception  of  the  extrin-
sic  cues  of  these  brands  and  their  lower  awareness,  although
perceived  functional  risk  decreases  as  the  market  maven
incorporates  purchase  price  into  evaluation  of  the  brands  he
or  she  acquires.  The  negative  effect  of  market  mavenism  on
perceived  functional  risk  of  the  SB  (H2)  will  thus  be  lower
as  value  consciousness  increases  (H1  and  H3).  Hence,  we
propose  the  hypothesis:
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3.  Market  mavenism  has  a positive  effect  on  value  con-
ciousness.
The  communication  on  SBs  in  the  various  media  has
ocused  on  the  aspects  of  value  and  smart  shopping,  which
urrently  represent  and  deﬁne  these  brands.  Slogans  such  as
‘the  best  price/quality  ratio,’’  ‘‘the  best  buy,’’  ‘‘the  smart
uy,’’  or  ‘‘quality  is  not  expensive,’’  as  well  as  the  posi-
ion  of  these  brands  on  the  shelves  between  low-quality  and
ow-price  brands  and  leading  manufacturer  brands  has  con-
ributed  to  their  positioning  for  value  and  smart  shopping
Goldsmith  et  al.,  2010).  ‘‘Various  academic  studies  thus
tress  the  value  positioning  of  SBs  (Rubio  et  al.,  2014;
onzález-Benito  and  Martos-Partal,  2012;  Méndez  et  al.,
008).  Retailers’  communication  strategies  concerning  these
rands  have  focused  on  achieving  this  positioning  (retailers
ave  used  the  shelves  as  the  main  communication  medium
f  the  value  of  their  brands.  SBs  have  been  situated  between
eading  manufacturer  brands  and  price  ﬁrst  brands  and  high-
ighted  with  messages  such  as  ‘‘best  purchase  alternative’’
r  ‘‘best  price/quality  ratio’’).  The  fact  that  market  mavens
re  especially  attentive  to  the  communications  media  to
orm  an  opinion  of  products  and  brands  (Feick  and  Price,
987) leads  us  to  propose  the  following  hypotheses  for  SBs:
4.  Market  mavenism  has  a  positive  effect  on  the
erceived  value  of  the  SB.
5.  Market  mavenism  favors  the  association  of  smart
hopping  and  SBs.
Bergami  and  Bagozzi  (2000)  indicate  that  brand  identi-
cation  occurs  with  brands  that  enjoy  brand  equity.  And
rand  equity  implies  that  the  brand  must  be  known  for  some
ttribute  that  has  value  for  the  customer  (Anselmsson  and
ohansson,  2007).  In  the  area  of  SBs,  recent  studies  show
hat  these  brands  have  managed  to  construct  brand  equity
Cuneo  et  al.,  2012a,b) and  that  perceived  value  has  played
 signiﬁcant  role  in  their  brand  equity  (Beristain  and  Zorrilla,
011).  According  to  Kara  et  al.  (2009),  perceived  value  is
he  main  factor  in  creating  a  positive  perception  of  the  SB
nd  strengthening  the  link  between  the  consumer  and  the
rand.  It  is  thus  logical  to  expect  the  existence  of  consumers
ho  identify  with  what  these  brands  represent,  in  other
ords,  the  existence  of  a  positive  causal  relationship  from
erceived  value  of  the  SB  to  the  consumer’s  identiﬁcation
ith  the  brand.  Finally,  we  propose:
6.  The  perceived  value  of  SBs  increases  the  consumer’s
dentiﬁcation  with  these  brands.
A  fundamental  element  of  identiﬁcation  is  the  existence
f  values  shared  between  the  consumer  and  the  brand  (Scott
nd  Lane,  2000).  When  there  is  overlap  between  the  val-
es  of  consumers  and  the  traits,  attributes,  and  values
hat  emanate  from  the  personality  of  the  brand,  identiﬁca-
ion  occurs  (Ashforth  and  Mael,  1989;  Bergami  and  Bagozzi,
000).  The  perception  of  brand  associations  that  correspond
o  the  consumer’s  personal  traits  strengthens  the  consumer’s
dentiﬁcation  with  the  brand  (Bhattacharya  and  Sen,  2003).
he  main  characteristic  of  SBs  is  perceived  value  (Kara
t  al.,  2009),  and  this  value  gives  consumers  the  feeling
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and  the  average  number  of  children  per  household  1.33.
To  measure  the  concepts  proposed,  we  examined  scales
used  previously  in  the  academic  literature,  which  we
2 Mercadona (13.2%), Eroski (12.2%), Carrefour (12%), Dia (9.3%),
and Auchan (5.2%). We used the share of surface area instead of
share of sales to avoid possible bias in the results due to Mercadona’s
outstanding leadership in sales and its own brands in Spain.
3 We  used the expression of sample size (n) in stratiﬁed samplings
developed by Scheaffer et al. (2007) to calculate sampling error:
n =
∑L
i=1N
2
i
piqi/ai
N2(B2/4) +∑L
i=1Nipiqi
L, number of establishments; N, number of sampling units in the16  
f  ‘‘knowing  how  to  shop’’  or  ‘‘making  smart  purchases’’
Kumar  and  Steenkamp,  2007).  Smart  shopping  is  a  vital
spect  associated  with  SBs  and  is  sought  by  the  purchasers
f  these  brands  (Burton  et  al.,  1998;  Garretson  et  al.,  2002;
in  and  Suh,  2005).  Based  on  the  foregoing,  we  formulate
he  following  hypotheses:
7.  Value  that  the  consumer  perceives  in  SBs  has  a  positive
nﬂuence  on  associations  of  smart  shopping.
8.  Associations  of  smart  shopping  with  SBs  increase  the
onsumer’s  identiﬁcation  with  these  brands.
Positive  beliefs  about  a  brand  and  associations  with  it
einforce  each  other  insofar  as  the  consumer  is  satisﬁed
ith  the  brand  (Chen,  2010;  Kim  et  al.,  2008;  Pappu  and
uester,  2006).  Satisfaction  with  SBs,  whether  motivated
y  the  economic  savings  they  represent  (Olavarrieta  et  al.,
006)  or  their  perceived  value,  gives  consumers  hedonic
eneﬁts  (Kara  et  al.,  2009),  such  as  the  feeling  of  knowing
ow  to  shop,  which  strengthens  their  associations  of  smart
hopping  with  these  brands.  We  therefore  argue  that:
9.  The  consumer’s  satisfaction  with  SBs  reinforces  asso-
iations  of  smart  shopping  with  these  brands.
Finally,  we  propose  a  moderating  effect  of  the  consumer
endency  to  be  loyal  to  the  brands  he  or  she  buys  on  his  or
er  identiﬁcation  of  SBs.  We  believe  that  this  variable  is  a
igniﬁcant  moderator  in  the  context  of  analysis  for  two  rea-
ons.  First,  it  is  of  strategic  interest  for  the  retailer  to  know
he  behavior  of  brand  loyal  and  non-loyal  segments  (Kumar,
008;  Reinartz  and  Kumar,  2002).  Consumers  who  are  loyal
o  brands  represent  potential  beneﬁts  for  ﬁrms  in  the  long
erm,  whereas  non-loyal  consumers  may  be  proﬁtable  in  the
hort  term.  Knowing  the  speciﬁc  characteristics  of  the  iden-
iﬁcation  with  the  SB  for  both  segments  can  enable  retailers
o  design  and  implement  marketing  strategies  adapted  to
roduce  better  result  for  their  own  brands.
The  second  reason  is  the  negative  relationship  that  has
raditionally  existed  between  brand  loyalty  and  attitude
oward  the  SB  (Ailawadi  et  al.,  2001;  Burton  et  al.,  1998;
arretson  et  al.,  2002),  and  the  recent  results  of  market
eports  (MARM,  2011)  and  academic  research  (Cuneo  et  al.,
012a,b)  performed  in  the  Spanish  context,  which  show
hat  these  brands  are  achieving  brand  loyalty  and  brand
quity.  SB  consumers  have  traditionally  been  conceived  as
rice-conscious  consumers,  as  concerned  with  paying  low
rices  and  showing  little  loyalty  to  brands  (Ailawadi  et  al.,
001;  Blattberg  and  Neslin,  1990).  Recent  research  shows,
owever,  that  SBs  have  achieved  brand  loyalty  and  brand
quity  (Cuneo  et  al.,  2012a,b)  (MARM,  2011),  which  suggests
he  existence  of  consumer  segments  of  SBs  with  different
endencies  in  brand  loyalty  and  probably  with  different  pro-
esses  of  identiﬁcation  with  the  SB.
Based  on  the  foregoing,  this  study  proposes:1.  The  consumer’s  characteristic  loyalty  to  brands  has  a
oderating  effect  on  the  process  of  consumer  identiﬁcation
ith  SBs.
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ethodology
he  theoretical  model  proposed  is  contrasted  empirically
y  performing  a  study  of  people  responsible  for  shopping  in
heir  households  who  claim  to  have  purchased  SBs  in  food
roducts.
In  an  initial  phase  of  the  research,  we  performed
wenty  in-depth  interviews  on  the  group  to  be  studied.
he  interviews  provided  exploratory  starting  information
hat  enabled  us  to  determine  the  relationship  between
onsumers  and  brands  and  the  best  way  to  design  the  ques-
ionnaire.  The  in-depth  interviews  were  performed  with
esidents  of  Spain  captured  by  the  snowball  method  accord-
ng  to  quotas  for  gender,  age,  occupation,  and  number  of
embers  in  the  household.  The  results  obtained  made  it
asier  to  design  the  questionnaire  and  adapt  the  items  used
n  previous  research  to  the  speciﬁc  context  of  analysis.
In  a  second  phase,  we  performed  the  quantitative  inves-
igation.  At  the  exit  of  the  commercial  establishments,
tudents  in  the  last  year  of  postgraduate  marketing  with  gen-
ral  training  in  market  research  captured  customers  whom
hey  asked  to  complete  a  self-administered  questionnaire
hat  took  about  10  min.  The  information  was  obtained  from
4  stores  belonging  to  seven  chains  of  supermarkets  and
ypermarkets  in  Spain  (Mercadona,  Eroski  Group,  Carrefour
roup,  Dia,  and  Auchan  Group).  The  number  of  establish-
ents  per  group  was  determined  according  to  the  share  of
ommercial  surface  of  the  group  in  m2 in  20102 (14  establish-
ents  for  Mercadona,  13  for  Eroski  group,  12  for  Carrefour
roup,  10  for  Dia,  and  5  for  Auchan  group).  The  establish-
ent  was  chosen  by  taking  into  account  the  different  urban
reas  based  on  income,  means  of  transportation,  and  geo-
raphical  area.  The  survey  respondents  answered  questions
n  SBs  commercialized  in  the  establishment  in  which  they
ere  captured.
We  obtained  804  valid  questionnaires,  with  a  sampling
rror3 of  3.53%.  The  sample  proﬁle  shows  that  74.53%  of
hose  surveyed  were  women,  31%  were  under  34  years  of
ge,  32%  from  35  to  49,  30%  from  50  to  64,  and  7%  over  64
ears  old;  64%  worked  outside  the  home,  67.4%  claimed  the
onthly  net  income  of  the  family  unit  was  under  3000  euros,
he  average  number  of  members  of  the  household  was  3.27,opulation; Ni, number of sampling units per establishment; B,
ampling error; ai, fraction of establishments set in the chain i;
i, population dispersion for establishment i. We assume the least
avorable value: qi = 1 − pi = 0.5.
Consumer  identiﬁcation  with  store  brands  117
Table  1  Differences  between  consumers  according  to  their  loyalty  to  brands.
Variable/construct  CLB  (N  =  390)  CNLB  (N  =  414)  Total  (N  =  804)  F-Snedecor
Market  mavenism  3.50  (1.43)  3.43  (1.23)  3.46  (1.33)  0.550
Value consciousness  5.34  (1.19)  5.11  (1.22)  5.22  (1.21)  7.635***
SB  functional  risk  3.63  (1.60)  3.22  (1.31)  3.42  (1.47)  16.292***
SB  perceived  value  4.07  (1.51)  4.22  (1.17)  4.15  (1.35)  2.574
SB satisfaction  4.46  (1.34)  4.52  (1.13)  4.49  (1.23)  0.364
SB smart  shopping  associations  4.01  (1.58)  4.06  (1.39)  4.04  (1.48)  0.217
SB identiﬁcation  4.13  (1.51)  4.22  (1.26)  4.18  (1.39)  0.832
SB: store brand, CLB: consumers who are loyal to brands, CNLB: consumers who are not loyal to brands.
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good  convergent  validity,  conﬁrmed  by  the  fact  that  all  of
the  parameters  are  statistically  signiﬁcant.
Further,  we  conﬁrm  discriminant  validity  in  both  subsam-
ples  using  the  method  of  variance  extracted.  Table  5  shows
Table  2  Goodness  of  ﬁt  tests  of  the  measurement  model
for both  groups.
CLB  (n  =  390)  CLNB  (n  =  414)
2/g.l.  =  1.476; 2/g.l.  =  1.592;Standard deviation in parentheses.
*** p < 0.01.
adapted  in  some  cases  based  on  the  results  obtained  in
the  qualitative  analysis.  Speciﬁcally,  to  measure  market
mavenism,  we  adopted  three  items  from  the  scale  by  Feick
and  Price  (1987),  which  was  used  subsequently  by  other
authors  (Ailawadi  et  al.,  2001;  Urbany  et  al.,  1996).  For
value  consciousness,  we  used  four  items  from  the  scale  by
Lichtenstein  et  al.  (1990,  1993)  that  have  been  used  often
in  the  academic  literature  on  SBs  by  Burton  et  al.  (1998),
Garretson  et  al.  (2002),  and  Jin  and  Suh  (2005). The  scale
on  functional  risk  is  constructed  by  adapting  the  scales  pro-
posed  by  Dholakia  (1997)  and  Stone  and  Gronhaug  (1993)  to
the  area  of  SBs.  To  measure  perceived  value,  we  used  the
items  for  value  from  the  scale  of  attitude  to  SB  by  Burton
et  al.  (1998).  Satisfaction  with  the  SB  was  measured  by  three
items  adapted  from  the  scale  by  Oliver  (1980)  to  the  SB,  and
for  associations  of  SB,  we  adapted  the  scale  for  smart  shop-
per  self-perception  by  Burton  et  al.  (1998).  For  consumer
identiﬁcation  with  the  SB,  we  adapted  the  scale  for  brand
identiﬁcation  proposed  by  Mael  and  Ashforth  (1992).  Table  3
describes  the  variables  used  in  the  analysis.
Finally,  the  consumer  tendency  to  be  brand  loyal,
employed  as  moderating  variable,  was  measured  using  ﬁve
items,  three  proposed  by  Ailawadi  et  al.  (2001):  (1)  I prefer
one  brand  of  most  products  I  buy,  (2)  I  am  willing  to  make
an  effort  to  search  for  my  favorite  brand,  and  (3)  I  usually
care  a  lot  about  which  particular  brand  I  buy.  To  these,  we
added  two  more  items:  (4)  In  general,  I  always  buy  the  same
brands,  and  (5)  once  I  have  gotten  used  to  a  brand,  I  hate
to  change.
All  of  the  variables  used  were  measured  on  a  7-point  Lik-
ert  scale,  from  1  totally  disagree  to  7  totally  agree.  The
empirical  estimation  model  was  constructed  using  structural
models  of  covariance  with  the  statistical  package  AMOS  19.
Results
In  this  section,  we  present  the  results  of  the  proposed  mod-
eling  for  the  general  sample  and  for  the  different  consumer
segments,  according  to  their  tendency  to  be  loyal  to  the
brands  they  buy.  We  believe  that  identiﬁcation  with  the
SB  probably  differs  between  consumer  segments  according
to  their  tendency  to  be  brand  loyal  (P1).  Consumers  who
are  loyal  to  brands  will  tend  to  maintain  closer  links  to  the
brands  they  buy.  Their  process  of  identiﬁcation  with  the  SB,
which  is  of  great  interest  to  retailers,  should  be  differentrom  that  of  consumers  who  are  not  loyal  to  brands.  Thus,
he  theoretical  model  proposed  in  this  study  is  estimated  for
onsumers  who  are  loyal  to  brands  (CLB)  and  for  consumers
ho  are  not  loyal  to  brands  (CNLB).
We  ﬁrst  conﬁrm  the  reliability  of  the  moderating  vari-
ble,  consumer  tendency  to  be  brand  loyal,  which  is
uaranteed  by  the  Alpha  Cronbach  of  0.803  obtained.  Sec-
nd,  we  construct  a  summed  scale  for  this  variable  and
alculate  the  median  value  (5).  Consumers  below  this  value
414)  are  considered  to  be  CNLB  and  the  rest  (390)  CLB.
Table  1  shows  the  differences  obtained  between  the  two
egments  for  the  model  variables.  We  see  signiﬁcant  differ-
nces  only  for  value  consciousness  and  perceived  functional
isk  of  SBs,  with  higher  values  for  consumers  with  a  tendency
o  be  brand  loyal.
easurement  model
or  each  of  the  subsamples,  we  conﬁrm  the  quality  of  the
easurement  scales,  as  recommended  by  Byrne  (2001).  We
erform  a  conﬁrmatory  factor  analysis  with  the  program
MOS  19.0,  the  results  of  which  show  highly  satisfactory  ﬁt
n  both  samples.  As  can  be  observed  in  Table  2,  the  results
espect  the  limits  proposed  in  the  academic  literature  for
verall  goodness  of  ﬁt  of  the  measurement  model.
The  results  of  reliability  and  validity  for  both  subsam-
les  are  presented  in  Tables  3  and  4, respectively.  In  all
ases,  the  reliability  statistics  used,  the  Alpha  Cronbach,
nd  composite  reliability  exceed  the  minimum  value  of  0.70
ecommended  by  Hair  et  al.  (1998).  The  variance  extracted
s  greater  than  or  equal  to  0.5,  and  all  of  the  items  haveCFI  =  0.985;
AGFI  =  0.924;
RMSEA  =  0.035
CFI  =  0.977;
AGFI  =  0.919;
RMSEA  =  0.038
118  N.  Rubio  et  al.
Table  3  Analysis  of  reliability  and  validity  of  measurement  scales  for  consumers  who  are  loyal  to  brands  (CLB).
Variables  Li Ei Reliability  Validity
Alpha
Cronbach
Composite
reliability
(CR)
Average
variance
extracted  (AVE)
Convergent
validity
Market  mavenism
v1:  People  think  of  me  as  a  good  source  of
shopping  information
0.73  0.47  0.78  0.83  0.63  t  =  4.70***
v2:  I  am  somewhat  of  an  expert  when  it
comes  to  shopping
0.97  0.05  t  =  5.01***
v3:  I  enjoy  giving  people  tips  on  shopping  0.64  0.59  --
Value consciousness
v4:  When  I  buy  a  product,  I  like  to  make  sure
that  I  am  paying  what  I  really  should  pay
0.70  0.50  0.80  0.51  t  =  10.28***
v5:  When  I  buy  a  product,  I  always  try  to
maximize  the  quality  for  the  money  I  pay
0.69  0.53  0.82  t  =  10.10***
v6:  When  I  go  shopping,  I  compare  the  prices
of different  brands  to  be  certain  that  I
get  the  best  value  for  the  money  I  spend
0.84  0.29  t  =  10.92***
v7:  I  am  very  concerned  about  prices,  but  I
am  equally  concerned  about  the  quality
of the  product
0.61  0.63  --
SB functional  risk
v8:  Purchasing  a  well-known  manufacturer
brand  (MB)  is  safer  than  purchasing  a
well-known  SB
0.81  0.34  0.87  0.87  0.70  t  =  16.98***
v9:  SBs  have  worse  performance  than  MBs  0.89  0.20  t  =  18.04***
v10:  A  product  with  a  ‘‘famous’’  MB  will
perform  better  than  an  SB,  even  if  the
SB is  from  a  recognized  establishment
0.80  0.37  t  =
SB perceived  value
v11:  For  many  products,  the  best  purchase
(for  price/quality  ratio)  is  generally  the
SB
0.85 0.29  0.90  0.90  0.74  t  =  20.75***
v12:  Considering  value  for  money,  I  prefer
SBs to  manufacturer  brands
0.89  0.21  t  =  22.56***
v13:  When  I  buy  an  SB,  I  always  feel  that  I
am getting  a  good  deal
0.85  0.28  --
SB satisfaction
v14:  With  SBs,  I  always  get  what  I  am  looking
for
0.87  0.24  0.89  0.91  0.76  t  =  19.72***
v15:  SBs  always  meet  my  expectations  as  a
consumer
0.86 0.26  --
v16:  My  choice  to  buy  SBs  is  a  wise  one  0.89  0.21  t  =  20.29***
SB  smart  shopping  associations
v17:  Smart  shoppers  buy  SBs  0.93  0.14  r  =  0.81*** 0.90  0.81  t  =  18.54***
v18:  Expert  shoppers  buy  SBs  0.87  0.24  --
SB identiﬁcation
v19:  I  feel  identiﬁed  with  SBs  0.77  0.40  0.88  0.88  0.71  t  =  18.45***
v20:  When  someone  praises  SBs,  I  feel
exactly  the  same  way
0.86  0.25  t  =  19.19***
v21:  I  feel  proud  of  SBs  0.89  0.20
SB, store brand; MB, manufacturer brand.
Li: standardized loading; Ei = (1 − R2): error variance.
***Signiﬁcance level p < 0.001.
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Table  4  Analysis  of  reliability  and  validity  of  measurement  scales  for  consumers  who  are  not  loyal  to  brands  (CNLB).
Variables  Li Ei Reliability  Validity
Alpha
Cronbach
Composite
reliability
(CR)
Average
variance
extracted  (AVE)
Convergent
validity
Market  mavenism
v1:  People  think  of  me  as  a  good  source  of
shopping  information
0.94  0.12  t  =  4.64***
v2:  I  am  somewhat  of  an  expert  when  it
comes  to  shopping
0.74  0.45  0.74  0.80  0.58  t  =  4.63***
v3:  I  enjoy  giving  people  tips  on  shopping  0.55  0.70  --
Value consciousness
v4:  When  I  buy  a  product,  I  like  to  make  sure
that I  am  paying  what  I  really  should  pay
0.75  0.45  t  =  11.38***
v5:  When  I  buy  a  product,  I  always  try  to
maximize  the  quality  for  the  money  I  pay
0.74  0.45  t  =  11.37***
v6:  When  I  go  shopping,  I  compare  the  prices
of different  brands  to  be  certain  that  I
get  the  best  value  for  the  money  I  spend
0.88  0.23  0.85  0.83  0.56  t  =  11.73***
v7:  I  am  very  concerned  about  prices,  but  I
am  equally  concerned  about  the  quality
of the  product
0.61  0.63  --
SB functional  risk
v8:  Purchasing  a  well-known  manufacturer
brand  (MB)  is  safer  than  purchasing  a
well-known  SB
0.73  0.47  t  =  14.22***
v9:  SBs  have  worse  performance  than  MBs  0.82  0.32  0.83  0.83  0.62  t  =  15.08***
v10:  A  product  with  a  ‘‘famous’’  MB  will
perform  better  than  an  SB,  even  if  the
SB is  from  a  recognized  establishment
0.80  0.35  --
SB perceived  value
v11:  For  many  products,  the  best  purchase
(for  price/quality  ratio)  is  generally  the
SB
0.73 0.47  t  =  13.09***
v12:  Considering  value  for  money,  I  prefer
SBs  to  manufacturer  brands
0.78  0.40  0.81  0.81  0.58  t  =  14.72***
v13:  When  I  buy  an  SB,  I  always  feel  that  I
am getting  a  good  deal
0.78  0.39  --
SB satisfaction
v14:  With  SBs,  I  always  get  what  I  am  looking
for
0.78  0.39  0.84  0.86  0.67  t  =  12.80***
v15:  SBs  always  meet  my  expectations  as  a
consumer
0.78  0.40  --
v16:  My  choice  to  buy  SBs  is  a  wise  one  0.89  0.21  t  =  14.40***
SB  smart  shopping  associations
v17:  Smart  shoppers  buy  SBs  0.88  0.22 r =  0.79*** 0.88 0.79
t  =  18.27***
v18:  Expert  shoppers  buy  SBs  0.90  0.20  --
SB identiﬁcation
v19:  I  feel  identiﬁed  with  SBs  0.77  0.41  --
v20:  When  someone  praises  SBs,  I  feel
exactly  the  same  way
0.87  0.25  0.86  0.86  0.67  t  =  17.86***
v21:  I  feel  proud  of  SBs  0.82  0.32  t  =  16.97***
SB, store brand; MB, manufacturer brand.
Li: standardized loading; Ei = (1 − R2): error variance.
*** Signiﬁcance level p < 0.001.
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Table  5  Analysis  of  discriminant  validity  for  both  pairs  of  samples  (CLB  and  CNLB)  according  to  the  method  of  average  variance
extracted.
Market
mavenism
Value
consciousness
SB
functional
risk
SB
perceived
value
SB
satisfaction
SB  smart
shopping
associations
SB
identiﬁcation
Market  mavenism CLB  0.79  0.25  0.08  0.29  0.15  0.19  0.27
CNLB 0.76  0.22  0.16  0.27  0.08  0.31  0.22
Value
consciousness
CLB 0.71  −0.17  0.53  0.39  0.34  0.46
CNLB 0.75  −0.01  0.26  0.25  0.22  0.29
SB functional  risk CLB  0.83  −0.42  −0.43  −0.30  −0.39
CNLB 0.79 −0.2 −0.29  −0.11  −0.19
SB perceived  value CLB  0.86 0.73 0.63  0.87
CNLB 0.76 0.56 0.53 0.70
SB satisfaction CLB  0.87  0.53  0.79
CNLB 0.82  0.46  0.65
SB smart  shopping
associations
CLB  0.90  0.65
CNLB 0.89  0.66
SB identiﬁcation CLB  0.84
CNLB 0.82
SB, store brand; CLB, consumers who are loyal to brands; CNLB, consumers who are not loyal to brands.
The values on the diagonal correspond to the square root of the AVE in each construct.
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TThe values above the diagonal represent the correlations betwee
hat,  for  the  CNLB  sample,  the  square  root  of  the  variance
xtracted  from  each  construct  is  in  all  cases  greater  than
he  absolute  value  of  the  correlation  between  each  pair  of
oncepts.  For  the  CLB  sample,  however,  the  square  root  of
he  variance  extracted  for  identiﬁcation  with  the  SB  is  lower
han  the  correlation  coefﬁcient  between  this  construct  and
hat  of  perceived  value  for  the  SB.
Discriminant  validity  between  the  two  concepts  is  ana-
yzed  using  the  Chi-square  method.  For  the  sample  of  CLB,
e  set  the  covariance  between  the  two  constructs  at  one
nd  analyzed  the  change  in  the  Chi-square  between  the
nrestricted  model  and  the  model  with  the  restriction  of
ovariance.  The  Chi-square  of  the  unrestricted  model  is
42.09,  with  164  degrees  of  freedom,  while  the  restricted
hi-square  model  is  265.6  with  165  degrees  of  freedom.
he  worsening  of  the  Chi-square  by  23.51  points  for  1
egree  of  freedom  is  signiﬁcant  at  0.001%,  which  permits
s  to  sustain  discriminant  validity  between  the  two  con-
tructs.
Next,  we  perform  the  invariance  analysis.  First,  we
onﬁrm  the  conﬁgural  invariance,  by  evaluating  the
odel’s  ﬁt  considering  the  two  groups  of  customers
imultaneously  and  without  imposing  any  restriction.
he  goodness  of  ﬁt  indices  of  the  conﬁgural  invariance
odel  show  satisfactory  ﬁt  (2 =  503.253;  g.l.  =  328;
2/g.l.  =  1.534;  CFI  =  0.981;  NFI  =  0.948;  IFI  =  0.981;
FI  =  0.944;  AGFI  =  0.922;  RMSEA  =  0.026).  These  results
hus  enable  us  to  conﬁrm  that  both  groups  share  the  factor
tructure  of  the  constructs  considered.
Second,  we  impose  the  restriction  of  equality  of  fac-
or  loadings  on  the  two  samples  and  compare  the  results
f  goodness  of  ﬁt  for  this  restricted  model  with  the  results
or  the  goodness  of  ﬁt  obtained  for  the  unrestricted  model
2 =  17.51;  g.l.  =  14;  p  =  0.23  >  0.05).  The  model  does  not
orsen  signiﬁcantly,  which  guarantees  that  measurement
nvariance  is  fulﬁlled.
t
ﬁ

Gs of constructs.
We  subsequently  contrast  the  invariance  in  the  variance
f  the  factors  and  observe  a  signiﬁcant  increase  in  the
hi-square  statistic  with  respect  to  the  previous  model  of
easurement  invariance  (2 =  80.48;  g.l.  =  28;  p  <  0.05),
lthough  the  other  indicators  (GFI  =  0.934;  AGFI  =  0.917;
FI  =  0.975;  RMSEA  =  0.028)  show  good  ﬁt  and  the  CFI  index
oes  not  worsen  signiﬁcantly  either  with  respect  to  the  pre-
ious  model  (CFI  =  0.006)  or  with  respect  to  the  model  on
he  conﬁgural  invariance  (CFI  =  0.006).  The  increase  in  the
FI  is  lower  than  the  limit  of  0.01  proposed  by  Cheung  and
ensvold  (2002), enabling  us  to  accept  invariance  in  factor
ariance.
Finally,  in  the  case  of  invariance  of  measurement  error,
here  is  also  a  signiﬁcant  increase  in  the  Chi-square  statis-
ic  relative  to  the  previous  model  (2 =  70.11;  g.l.  =  25;
 < 0.05),  although  the  other  indicators  continue  to  be  above
he  acceptable  levels  (GFI  =  0.926;  AGFI  =  0.914;  CFI  = 0.970;
MSEA  =  0.030)  and  the  CFI  index  does  not  worsen  signiﬁ-
antly  with  respect  to  the  previous  model  (CFI  =  0.005).
aving  completed  the  invariance  analysis  of  measurement,
e  can  afﬁrm  that  the  results  testify  to  its  fulﬁllment
nd  enable  us  to  use  the  data  to  contrast  the  hypotheses
roposed.  The  presence  of  invariance  in  the  measurement
uarantees  that  the  values  of  the  parameter  obtained  later
n  the  structural  relationships  for  both  groups  will  not  be
ffected  by  lack  of  equivalence  in  the  measurement  instru-
ents  (Steenkamp  and  Baumgartner,  1998).
ausal  relationship  model
he  model  in  Fig.  1  is  estimated  using  structural  equa-
ions,  without  including  the  moderating  effect.  The
t  obtained  is  satisfactory  (2 =  279.44;  g.l.  =  171;
2/g.l.  =  1.634;  CFI  =  0.988;  NFI  = 0.971;  IFI  =  0.988;
FI  =  0.968;  AGFI  =  0.957;  RMSEA  =  0.028),  and  we  conﬁrm
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Table  6  Estimation  of  the  relationship  model.
Model  relationships  Hypothesis  Standardized  coefﬁcient  t-value
SB  functional  risk  →  SB  perceived  value −0.34 −8.91***
Value  consciousness  →  SB  perceived  value  0.33  8.31***
Value  consciousness  →  SB  functional  risk  H1  −0.11  −2.47**
Market  mavenism  →  SB  functional  risk  H2  0.13  2.93***
Market  mavenism  →  value  consciousness  H3  0.23  5.19***
Market  mavenism  →  SB  perceived  value  H4  0.25  6.40***
Market  mavenism  →  SB  smart  shopping  associations  H5  0.11  2.94***
SB  functional  risk  →  SB  satisfaction  −0.17  −4.93***
SB  perceived  value  →  SB  satisfaction 0.61 15.61***
SB  perceived  value  →  SB  identiﬁcation H6  0.46 10.52***
SB  perceived  value  →  SB  smart  shopping  associations H7  0.41 7.83***
SB  smart  shopping  associations  →  SB  identiﬁcation  H8  0.23  6.64***
SB  satisfaction  →  SB  smart  shopping  associations  H9  0.22  4.52***
SB  satisfaction  →  SB  identiﬁcation  0.31  7.89***
SB, store brand.
** p < 0.05.
*** p < 0.01.
Table  7  Comparison  of  nested  models  in  the  multigroup  analysis.
Fit  statistics  2 (g.l.)  CMIN/GL  2 (g.l.)  p  CFI  GFI  AGFI  RMSEA
Unrestricted  model  515.018  (342)  1.506  0.981  0.944  0.924  0.025
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iRestricted model 578.259  (370)  1.563  63.24
all  of  the  relationships  and  hypotheses  proposed.  The
parameters  obtained  can  be  seen  in  Table  6.
We  then  consider  the  moderating  effect  and  perform
a  multigroup  structural  analysis  for  the  segments  CLB  and
CNLB.  We  compare  the  results  of  two  models,  a  ﬁrst  whose
structural  parameters  are  unrestricted  (unrestricted  model)
and  a  second  in  which  we  impose  the  restriction  of  equal-
ity  for  the  structural  parameters  of  the  two  segments
(restricted  model).  The  results  of  goodness  of  ﬁt  show
signiﬁcant  worsening  of  the  model  when  we  impose  the
restrictions  of  equality  in  the  structural  relationships,  sug-
gesting  that  some  restrictions  imposed  are  not  sustainable
and  demonstrating  the  moderating  role  of  the  consumer  ten-
dency  to  be  brand  loyal  in  the  proposed  modeling  (P1).  See
Table  7.
Table  8  presents  the  non-standardized  structural  param-
eters  for  each  of  the  segments  considered  and  the  critical
ratios  (CR)  obtained  for  the  differences.  Remember  that,
in  comparing  the  models,  we  used  the  non-standardized
parameters,  due  to  the  possible  presence  of  differences  in
the  standard  deviation  of  each  construct  among  the  sam-
ples  (Iglesias  and  Vázquez,  2001).  The  statistical  signiﬁcance
of  the  Chi-square  is  calculated  using  a  t-test  based  on
the  expression  t  =  (ˇi −  ˇj)/square  root  (Si2 +  Sj2)  proposed
by  Hair  et  al.  (1998),  in  which  ˇi and  ˇj represent  the
coefﬁcients  to  be  contrasted  and  Si and  Sj their  respective
standard  errors.As  can  be  seen,  the  consumer  tendency  to  be  brand  loyal
exercises  a  moderating  effect  on  the  relationships  proposed
in  the  model  for  consumer  identiﬁcation  with  SBs  (P1).  Each
of  the  hypotheses  proposed  in  this  study  is  contrasted  in
t
t
i)  0.000  0.978  0.937  0.921  0.026
oth  samples,  except  Hypothesis  H5, which  is  not  contrasted
n  sample  CLB,  and  H1,  which  is  not  contrasted  in  the  CNLB
ample.  Further,  the  intensity  of  the  relationships  proposed
elative  to  value  consciousness  and  perceived  value  of  the
B  and  between  the  association  of  smart  shopping  for  the
B  and  consumer’s  identiﬁcation  with  these  brands  (H8)
iffers  signiﬁcantly  between  CLB  and  CNLB.  The  intensity  of
he  other  relationships  proposed  is  similar  for  both  groups.
Speciﬁcally,  in  the  sample  of  CLB,  the  positive  relation-
hip  between  value  consciousness  and  perceived  value  is
igniﬁcantly  more  intense  (0.67  in  CLB  vs.  0.24  in  CNLB),
s  also  occurs  in  the  negative  relationship  between  value
onsciousness  and  perceived  functional  risk  (H1) (−0.32  in
LB  vs.  −0.06  in  CNLB).  To  the  extent  that  they  are  more
alue  conscious,  consumers  who  are  loyal  to  brands  perceive
Bs  to  be  the  best  purchase  options  and  identify  with  them.
ot  only  the  more  competitive  price  but  also  the  lower
erceived  risk  in  acquiring  SBs  contributes  to  their  perceived
alue  for  this  segment.
It  is  interesting  to  note  that,  in  the  CLB  segment,  the
otal  effect  of  value  consciousness  for  each  of  the  con-
tructs  is  considerably  higher  than  the  total  effect  obtained
n  the  segment  of  CNLB.  The  total  effect  on  perceived
alue  is  0.79  in  CLB  and  0.25  in  CNLB.  For  satisfaction,  the
ffect  is  0.50  in  CLB  and  0.13  in  CNLB.  In  associations  of
mart  shopping,  it  is  0.50  in  CLB  and  0.14  in  CNLB,  and  in
dentiﬁcation  0.62  in  CLB  and  0.17  in  CNLB.For  the  sample  of  CNLB,  in  contrast,  the  positive  rela-
ionship  between  market  mavenism  and  association  of
he  SB  with  smart  shopping  (H5) is  signiﬁcantly  more
ntense  (0.013  in  CLB  vs.  0.24  in  CNLB),  as  is  the  positive
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Table  8  Results  of  the  multigroup  analysis.
Model  relationships  Hypothesis  CLB  CNLB  CR
SB  functional  risk  →  SB  perceived  value −0.36*** −0.23*** 1.74
Value consciousness  →  SB  perceived  value  0.67*** 0.24*** −3.96***
Value  consciousness  →  SB  functional  risk  H1  −0.32*** −0.06  2.18***
Market  mavenism  →  SB  functional  risk  H2  0.12** 0.18*** 0.70
Market mavenism  →  Value  consciousness  H3  0.15*** 0.22*** 1.04
Market mavenism  →  SB  perceived  value  H4  0.20*** 0.26*** 0.70
Market mavenism  →  SB  smart  shopping  associations  H5  0.013  0.24*** 3.07***
SB  functional  risk  →  SB  satisfaction  −0.14*** −0.16*** −0.43
SB perceived  value  →  SB  satisfaction 0.58*** 0.47*** −1.47
SB perceived  value  →  SB  identiﬁcation H6  0.50*** 0.35*** −1.77
SB perceived  value  →  SB  smart  shopping  associations H7  0.51*** 0.38*** −1.19
SB smart  shopping  associations  →  SB  identiﬁcation  H8  0.12*** 0.28*** 2.81***
SB  satisfaction  →  SB  smart  shopping  associations  H9  0.19** 0.34*** 1.30
SB satisfaction  →  SB  identiﬁcation  0.33*** 0.32*** −0.17
SB, store brand.
CR, critical ratio for the differences between parameters.
t = 1.96 for p < 0.05 and t = 2.58 for p < 0.01.
** p < 0.05.
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elationship  between  association  of  the  SB  with  smart
hopping  and  identiﬁcation  with  these  brands  (H8) (0.12  in
LB  vs.  0.28  in  CNLB).  As  the  market  mavenism  of  consumers
ho  are  not  loyal  to  brands  increases,  these  consumers  per-
eive  the  purchase  of  SBs  to  a  greater  extent  as  smart  and
xpert  shopping  and  identify  with  them.
Finally,  we  should  stressing  the  high  proportion  of  vari-
nce  explained  by  the  different  constructs  in  both  samples,
lthough  the  explanatory  values  achieved  in  the  CLB  seg-
ent  are  higher  than  those  obtained  in  the  CNLB  segment.
peciﬁcally,  the  variance  explained  by  identiﬁcation  with
he  SB  is  R2 =  0.82  in  CLB  and  R2 =  0.67  in  CNLB.  For  SB  smart
hopping  associations,  it  is  R2 =  0.41  in  CLB  and  R2 =  0.36  in
NLB;  for  satisfaction  with  the  SB,  it  is  R2 =  0.55  in  CLB  and
2 =  0.36  in  CNLB;  and  for  perceived  value  of  the  SB,  it  is
2 =  0.44  in  CLB  and  R2 =  0.18  in  CNLB.
onclusions and implications for management
he  ﬁndings  of  this  study  enable  us  to  understand  the  pro-
ess  of  the  consumer’s  identiﬁcation  with  the  SB,  as  well  as
ifferences  in  this  process  that  occur  in  the  two  consumer
egments  with  great  value  for  the  retail  sector  (consumers
ho  are  loyal  and  non-loyal  toward  brands).
On  the  one  hand,  the  results  of  the  modeling  performed
eveal  that  the  perceived  value  of  these  brands  plays  a
etermining  role  in  the  consumer’s  identiﬁcation  with  them.
he  total  standardized  effect  of  the  value  of  the  SB  in
he  identiﬁcation  is  0.77  and  occurs  directly  (0.46)  and
ndirectly  (0.31),  as  value  increases  the  consumer’s  satis-
action  with  these  brands  and  reinforces  the  associations
f  smart  shopping  attributed  to  them.  The  descriptive  data
how,  however,  that  consumers  agree  only  slightly  that  these
rands  represent  the  alternative  with  greater  value.
It  follows  that  the  results  obtained  alert  retailers  to
he  importance  of  implementing  marketing  strategies  that
c
t
t
feinforce  the  perceived  value  of  their  brands  to  encourage
onsumer  identiﬁcation  with  the  SB.  Currently,  to  improve
he  sales  of  the  SBs,  some  commercial  chains  have  opted
o  reduce  the  variety  of  manufacturer  brands  in  some  prod-
ct  categories,  primarily  those  in  which  the  SB  has  achieved
igniﬁcant  market  share.  However,  this  policy  can  have
ndesired  effects  on  the  perceived  value  of  the  SB  and  thus
n  the  consumer’s  identiﬁcation  with  these  brands.
Suppressing  manufacturer  brands  should  not  have  either
ositive  or  negative  effects  on  consumers  who  are  certain  to
urchase  the  SB,  but  it  could  affect  the  perceived  value  of
hese  brands  negatively  for  potential  buyers  of  the  SB.  The
ompetitive  advantage  of  SBs  is  in  their  perceived  value,
hich  has  been  achieved  by  the  distributors,  mainly  through
erchandizing  strategies.  Traditionally,  retailers  have  used
he  shelves  as  a  means  of  communicating  the  value  of  their
rands.  SBs  have  been  situated  between  the  leading  manu-
acturer  brands  and  price  ﬁrst  brands  and  showcased  through
essages  such  as  ‘‘best  alternative  purchase’’  and  ‘‘best
rice/quality  ratio.’’  Retailers  should  continue  to  win  con-
umers  for  their  own  brands  by  implementing  strategies
hat  reinforce  the  value  of  these  brands  but  permit  the
onsumer  to  choose  them  freely.  Suppressing  leading  manu-
acturer  brands  obligates  consumers  who  have  doubts  about
uying  the  SBs  to  acquire  them  and  prevents  them  from
hoosing  these  brands  freely,  as  a  result  of  favorable  eval-
ation  of  their  value  when  compared  to  other  competing
rands.
As  a  result,  to  reinforce  the  value  of  the  SB,  retailers
hould  be  sure  to  compare  their  brands  to  other  brands  in
he  product  category.  To  do  this,  they  can  continue  to  use
he  position  on  the  shelf  and  place  posters  in  the  establish-
ent  that  communicate  the  value  of  these  brands,  but  they
an  also  implement  other  practices,  such  as  blind  product
ests  at  the  point  of  sale,  free  samples  that  help  the  buyer
o  appreciate  the  value  of  the  SBs,  different  labels  (FOP  --
ront  of  package)  or  TLS  (trafﬁc  light  system))  that  provide
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consumers  with  useful  information  for  comparing  the  prod-
ucts  at  the  point  of  sale  (Van  Camp  et  al.,  2010),  promoting
innovation  in  the  SB,  etc.
As  to  the  effect  of  value  consciousness  and  market
mavenism  on  identiﬁcation  with  the  SB,  we  can  draw  impor-
tant  conclusions  from  this  study.  The  greater  the  value
consciousness  and  the  greater  the  market  mavenism,  the
greater  the  perceived  value  for  SBs.  Whereas  more  value-
conscious  consumers  perceive  less  functional  risk  for  the
SBs,  however,  those  with  more  market  expertise  perceive
greater  functional  risk  for  these  brands.  Thus,  both  con-
sumer  traits  have  a  positive  effect  on  the  perceived  value
of  SBs,  although  for  the  most  value  conscious,  the  lower
perceived  functional  risk  increases  their  value,  whereas  for
the  most  market  mavens,  the  greater  perceived  functional
risk  for  these  brands  reduces  their  value.
SBs  have  traditionally  been  characterized  as  having  lower
prices  than  manufacturer  brands.  In  the  eyes  of  consumers,
their  most  competitive  prices  have  not  been  questioned  and
have  contributed  positively  to  their  perceived  value.  The
same  has  not  occurred,  however,  with  the  quality  of  these
brands,  which  is  questioned  and  perceived  differently  by
consumers,  and  whose  contribution  to  perceived  value  has
been  the  object  of  more  analysis.
The  results  obtained  in  this  study,  which  conceptualizes
perceived  value  as  the  price/quality  ratio,  show  that  the
most  market  mavens  attribute  greater  value  to  these  brands
as  a  result  of  their  lower  prices,  but  not  of  their  quality,
since  they  perceive  the  purchase  of  SBs  to  be  riskier  and  less
secure  than  the  purchase  of  manufacturer  brands.  In  con-
trast,  the  most  value-conscious  consumers  perceive  greater
value  for  these  brands,  not  only  for  their  prices  but  also
for  their  quality,  since  they  perceive  lower  functional  risk  in
purchasing  these  brands.
At  present,  manufacturer  brands  maintain  their  image
as  safe  brands  among  consumers  with  the  most  market
mavenism.  Manufacturers  have  wisely  begun  to  react  to  the
peak  in  SBs  in  the  Spanish  market  in  order  to  strengthen  their
image  of  safety  and  trustworthy  brands  they  have  earned
over  the  years.  Some  manufacturers  defend  their  brands  in
the  communications  media,  individually  with  slogans  like
‘‘do  not  manufacture  for  other  brands,’’  and  collectively
through  agreements  between  manufacturers’  associations
and  television  chains  (Telecinco,  Cuatro,  etc.)  that  broad-
cast  advertisements  with  slogans  such  as  ‘‘Telecinco  for
brands’’  or  ‘‘We  are  Cuatro,  and  we  believe  in  brands.’’
They  are  also  trying  to  improve  their  perception  of  value
through  price.  Multinationals  such  as  Procter  &  Gamble
incorporate  the  slogan  ‘‘we  look  for  the  seal  of  sure  value
in  your  trusted  brands  and  for  discounts  of  up  to  30%’’
or  facilitate  the  acquisition  of  coupons  for  their  products
to  obtain  direct  price  discounts  through  their  webpages
(www.proximaati.com  for  P&G,  www.agustoconlavida.es  for
Nestle  and  www.alimentasonrisas.es  for  Danone).  Retailers
should  attempt  to  decrease  the  perceived  risk  of  their  own
brands  among  consumers  with  the  most  market  mavenism
by  making  a  greater  effort  to  communicate  these  brands
outside  the  establishment  and  in  different  media,  and  to
focus  communication  on  the  quality  of  these  brands  and  the
safety  of  purchasing  them.  One  must  keep  in  mind  that  these
consumers  use  different  information  sources  to  learn  about
products  on  the  market  and  are  especially  attentive  to  the
c
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ommunications  media  as  an  information  source  to  guaran-
ee  their  knowledge  and  credibility  before  others  (Feick  and
rice,  1987).
Finally,  it  is  advisable  to  reﬂect  on  the  results  obtained
n  the  multi-group  analysis  of  consumers  who  are  loyal  to
rands  (consumers  who  are  very  attractive  for  ﬁrms  due  to
heir  potential  long-term  beneﬁts)  and  consumers  who  are
ot  loyal  to  brands  (attractive  for  their  short-term  beneﬁts).
In  the  segment  of  consumers  who  are  loyal  to  brands,
alue  consciousness  constitutes  one  of  the  main  determi-
ants  of  greater  SB  perceived  value  and  SB  identiﬁcation.
his  result  is  especially  important,  since,  on  the  one  hand,  it
lerts  us  to  the  attractiveness  of  SBs  among  consumers  who
re  loyal  to  these  brands  and  more  value  conscious,  on  the
ther,  provides  evidence  for  the  loss  of  hegemony  of  man-
facturer  brands  as  brands  with  which  to  identify  for  this
egment.  Insofar,  consumers  who  are  loyal  to  brands  to  the
xtent  that  they  are  more  value  conscious,  perceive  greater
alue  for  the  SB----not  only  because  of  their  more  compet-
tive  prices  but  also  because  of  their  lower  perception  of
unctional  risk  in  acquiring  these  brands.
In  the  segment  of  consumers  who  are  not  loyal  to  brands,
e  ﬁnd  that  SBs  must  improve  these  consumers’  percep-
ion  of  quality,  of  being  safe  brands.  Among  consumers  who
re  not  loyal  to  brands,  the  greater  value  perceived  in  SBs,
or  both  market  mavens  and  value  conscious  consumers,
omes  fundamentally  from  their  lower  prices.  Thus,  we  see
hat,  of  consumers  who  are  not  loyal  to  brands,  the  most
arket  mavens  perceive  a  stronger  association  with  smart
nd  expert  shopping  in  SBs,  which  contributes  favorably  to
heir  identiﬁcation  with  these  brands.  These  results  again
onﬁrm  the  need  for  greater  communication  about  SBs  to
onsolidate  them  in  speciﬁc  segments  (Rubio  et  al.,  2014),
uch  as  those  of  consumers  who  are  not  loyal  to  brands
nd  especially  those  not  loyal  to  brands  who  have  more
arket  mavenism.  Market  mavens  are  usually  both  loyal  buy-
rs  of  many  brands  (Stokburger-Sauer  and  Hoyer,  2009)  and
nnovators  (Andrews  and  Benedicktus,  2006),  but  they  have
isproportionate  inﬂuence  as  leaders  in  opinion  about  mul-
iple  product  categories,  one  reason  that  distributors  should
onsider  them  especially  important  and  value  them  (Geissler
nd  Edison,  2005).
This  study  is  not  exempt  from  some  limitations,  from
hich  future  lines  of  research  may  be  derived.  First,  the
ata  were  obtained  from  a  survey  and  thus  provide  self-
valuation  measures.  It  would  be  interesting  for  future
tudies  to  use  both  measures  based  on  perceptions  and
bjective  measures  of  behavior.  Second,  we  analyzed  SBs
t  the  aggregate  level.  Controlling  SBs  by  label  could  be
nteresting  to  evaluate  the  effect  of  labels  on  the  model
ariables.  Finally,  future  studies  could  expand  the  area  of
pplication  to  new  product  categories  and  new  countries.
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